Koch, Kristine

From: Koch, Kristine

Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 3:02 PM

To: John Toll

Cc: '‘Jim McKenna (jim.mckenna@verdantlic.com)’; Jennifer Woronets

Subject: RE: Comprehensive benthic approach thoughts and recommendations for the FS

| prefer option 1.

Thanks,

Kristine Koch
Remedial Project Manager
USEPA, Office of Environmental Cleanup

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, M/S ECL-122
Seattle, Washington 98101-3140

(206)553-6705
(206)553-8581 (fax)
1-800-424-4372 extension 6705 (M-F, 8-4 Pacific Time, only)

From: John Toll [mailto:JohnT@windwardenv.com]

Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 2:59 PM

To: Koch, Kristine

Cc: 'Jim McKenna (jim.mckenna@verdantlic.com)'; Jennifer Woronets

Subject: FW: Comprehensive benthic approach thoughts and recommendations for the FS

Hi Kristine. This April 4, 2014 e-mail from Burt Shephard (see below) explains the changes made to the comprehensive
benthic risk approach, and the resulting changes to the map layers used to delineate the comprehensive benthic risk
areas. There are two ways we could go in revising the write-up:

1. Rewrite the parts of the approach that were changed based on Burt's April 4, 2014 e-mail.
2. Leave what we have alone, then at the end of Section 1.1 add a description of the changes we made in April
2014 in order to incorporate EPA's recommendations. It would also take less time to complete.

| would suggest that we take the second approach because it provides a better bridge between the BERA and the FS, but
we'll go whichever way you decide. Let us know please at your convenience which approach you want us to take when
we revise the write-up.

John

From: Shephard, Burt [mailto:Shephard.Burt@epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 2:49 PM

To: John Toll

Cc: Koch, Kristine

Subject: Comprehensive benthic approach thoughts and recommendations for the FS

John,



Attached is the text of some EPA recommendations for the comprehensive benthic approach in the Portland Harbor

FS. The rationale for these recommendations isn’t in this message, but | can walk you through it on the phone. Chip and
Kristine accepted these recommendations from me before Chip’s last day at EPA (yesterday), their edits/suggestions are
included in the text below. Take a few minutes to look over, I'll give you a call once | get our Office of Regional Counsel
what they need. Shouldn’t be too long.

As you requested, here’s the summary of our recommendations going forward in the Portland Harbor FS on several
parts of the comprehensive benthic approach, along with a clarification question for the LWG and its contractors (John
Toll could likely answer most quickly).

1. Use the mean quotients (MQ) derived from the sediment contaminant probable effect concentrations (PEC,
described in MacDonald et al. 2000) as a line of evidence in defining areas of unacceptable benthic toxicity
potentially subject to remediation. A PEC MQ value at an individual station greater than or equal to 0.70 is
indicative of unacceptable benthic toxicity.

2. Do not use mean quotients derived from the sediment contaminant probable effect levels (PEL, described in
Smith et al. 1996) as a line of evidence in defining areas of unacceptable benthic toxicity potentially subject to
remediation. PEL MQ values do not appear to line up well with other lines of evidence in identifying areas of
benthic toxicity at Portland Harbor.

3. Use all individual empirical toxicity Level 3 (severe effect) sediment toxicity tests results as indicative of
unacceptable benthic toxicity at a location. The four empirical sediment toxicity test endpoints available for
Portland Harbor are survival and biomass reductions of the insect larvae (midge) Chironomus dilutus in 10-day
toxicity tests, and survival and biomass reductions of the amphipod Hyalella azteca in 28 day toxicity tests.

4. Use all individual empirical toxicity Level 2 (moderate effect) sediment toxicity tests results as indicative of
unacceptable benthic toxicity at a location of the following three empirical sediment toxicity test endpoints
available for Portland Harbor: survival and biomass reductions of the insect larvae (midge) Chironomus dilutus
in 10-day toxicity tests, and survival reductions of the amphipod Hyalella azteca in 28 day toxicity tests.

5. Level 2 biomass reductions observed in 28-day empirical sediment toxicity tests with the amphipod Hyalella
azteca will only be used as indicative of unacceptable benthic toxicity if at least one other line of evidence at a
station also indicates unacceptable levels of benthic toxicity. A station with Level 2 biomass reductions in
Hyalella azteca should not by itself be indicative of unacceptable levels of benthic toxicity if Level 2 Hyalella
biomass is the only line of evidence at the station indicative of unacceptable benthic toxicity.

This change in how Level 2 empirical toxicity is recommended to be used in defining benthic toxicity areas in the FS
necessitates a question to the LWG regarding how they defined toxicity predictions using the floating percentile model
(FPM) in the FS. The question is: “Did the LWG require two Level 2 hits from empirical toxicity test results before the
FPM identified a station without empirical sediment toxicity test data as toxic? If so, the maps describing stations
defined as toxic to benthic species should be replotted using the new empirical toxicity definitions for Level 2 toxicity
described in Bullet #5 above.”

Best regards,

Burt Shephard

Risk Evaluation Unit

Office of Environmental Assessment (OEA-095)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-6359
Fax: (206) 553-0119



e-mail: Shephard.Burt@epa.gov

"Facts are stubborn things"
- John Adams



